IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE
IN THE MATTER OF THE 8
PETITION OF JERON D. BROWN § No. 506, 2009
FOR A WRIT OF MANDAMUS §
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Decided: September 17, 2009

BeforeSTEELE, Chief JusticelHOLL AND andBERGER, Justices
ORDER

This 17th day of September 2009, it appears t&Cthat that:

(1) The petitioner, Jeron D. Brown, seeks to irevdkis Court’s
original jurisdiction to issue an extraordinary tnaf mandamusto compel
the New Castle County Prothonotary to provide hinthwcopies of
documents relating to his January 2004 arrest imi€al ldentification
Number VN9508078902. The State of Delaware haed fian answer
requesting that Brown’s petition be dismissed. Wl that Brown’s
petition manifestly fails to invoke the originalrigdiction of this Court.
Accordingly, the petition must be dismissed.

(2) The record reflects that, in July 1996, Browas found guilty
by a Superior Court jury of Burglary in the Thirde@ree, Misdemeanor

Theft, and Criminal Mischief. This Court affirmé&town’s convictions on

! Del. Const. art. IV, §11(6); Supr. Ct. R. 43.



direct appedl and affirmed the Superior Court’s denial of Brorivo
subsequent postconviction motichs.Brown later was found to have
committed a violation of probation (“VOP”) with nesct to his sentences.
In his instant petition, Brown asks this Court mpel the New Castle
County Prothonotary to provide him with copies bé tJanuary 27, 2004
VOP report and the accompanying arrest warrantdieroto “insure that a
miscarriage of justice has not occurred.”

(3) A writ of mandamus is an extraordinary remesiued by this
Court to compel a trial court to perform a dfitAs a condition precedent to
the issuance of the writ, the petitioner must destraite that a) he has a clear
right to the performance of the duty; b) no othelequate remedy is
available; and c) the trial court has arbitrardyléd or refused to perform its
duty?

(4) There is no basis for the issuance of a wrihandamus in this
case. As a procedural matter, this Court onlythasauthority to compel a
trial court to perform a duty. Even if considered on the merits, Brown has

failed to demonstrate that the Prothonotary hagrarity failed or refused to

2 Brown v. Sate, Del. Supr., No. 534, 1996, Holland, J. (Mar. 298).
% Brown v. Sate, Del. Supr., No. 388, 1998, Veasey, C.J. (Mayl®B9);Brown v. Sate,
Del. Supr., No. 168, 2000, Veasey, C.J. (Dec. 0802
:In re Bordley, 545 A.2d 619, 620 (Del. 1988).
Id.
®1d.



perform a duty clearly owed to him---that is, t@yide copies of documents
relevant to an incident that occurred almost siargeago and for which
Brown has shown no particularized need. As suchwB’s petition for a
writ of mandamus must be dismissed.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Brown'’s petitifor a
writ of mandamus is DISMISSED.
BY THE COURT:

/s/ Randy J. Holland
Justice




